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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the office action from 7/9/2004, the applicant has submitted an 
amendment, filed 10/7/2004, amending the claims to include natural language translation and 
correct minor informalities, while arguing to traverse the art rejection based on the amended 
limitation regarding natural language translation (Amendment, Page 14). Applicant's arguments 
have been fully considered, but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection in view of 
Clawson (U.S. Patent: 6, 1 12,304) necessitated by the claim amendments. 

2. Based on the amendments to the claims, the examiner has withdrawn the previous 
objections directed towards minor informalities and the 35 USC § 1 12 rejection directed towards 
a lack of antecedent basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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4 Claims 1, 5-13, 15, 17, 24, 33, 38, 41, 44, 47, 50-53, and 58-60 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hiroya et al (U.S. Patent: 5, 751,957) in view of 
Clawson (U.S. Patent: 6,112,304). 

With respect to Claim 1, Hiroya discloses: 

A client for sending a translation request (client access of a server to implement a 
language translation, Col. 7, Line 63- Col. 8, Line 31), the translation request comprising text to 
be translated (text translation, Figs. 3 and 4), the client also for receiving a response to the 
request corresponding to a translation of the text from a first natural language to a second natural 
language (Col. 7, Line 63- Col 8, Line 31 and Figs. 3 and 4)\ and 

A translation engine for receiving the translation request and for generating the response 
and sending the response to the client (translation processing unit, Fig. 1, Element 14, for 
producing a translation and transmitting it to a client via a communication processing unit, Fig. 
1, Element 1 1). 

Hiroya does not teach that the translation is requested, transmitted, and received using 
distributed object protocol, however, Clawson recites a means of implementing a natural 
language translation over a network using distributed object protocol (ODE, Col 21, Line 16- 
Col 23, Line 65, Col 24, Line 61, and Fig 10). 

Hiroya and Clawson are analogous art because they are from a similar field of endeavor 
in network-based natural language translation. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroya with the use 
of an distributed object protocol in a network-based natural language translation application as 
taught by Clawson to implement more efficient translation processing through a distributed 
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computing architecture that allows multiple translation processes to move between various 
platforms in different locations (Clawson, Col. 27, Lines 20-31). 
With respect to Claim 5, Hiroya shows: 

The client and the translation engine are located on the same computer (Fig 1, Element 

24). 

With respect to Claim 6, Hiroya shows: 

The client and translation engine are located on different computers in communication 
with each other (Fig. 1, Element 14). 

With respect to Claims 7 and 8, Clawson recites the use of wide and local area networks 
in a natural language translation system utilizing distributed object protocol (Col 6, Lines 35- 
49). 

With respect to Claim 9, Clawson recites the use of the World Wide Web in a natural 
language translation system utilizing distributed object protocol (Col 6, Lines 35-49). 
With respect to Claim 10, Clawson discloses: 

The text to be translated is represented by a character set that includes characters used in 
a plurality of languages (Col. 21, Lines 35-54). 

With respect to Claim 11, Clawson discloses: 

The text to be translated is represented by Unicode (Col 21, Lines 35-54). 
With respect to Claim 12, Hiroya further discloses: 

The translation request further comprises a translation guideline (translation rules, Col 7, 
Lines 22-37). 

With respect to Claim 13, Hiroya additionally recites: 
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A notification mechanism by which the translation engine can inform the client of at least 
one error that occurs during a translation (error message, Col 9, Line 55- Col. 10, Line 21). 
With respect to Claim 15, Hiroya shows: 

The client further comprises a user interface having a translation service for accepting 
translation requests (display used to present a translation interface to a user, Fig. 3, Element 51). 
With respect to Claim 17, Clawson discloses: 

The distributed object protocol used by the client and translation engine supports the 
translation engine and a plurality of other translation engines (Col 22, Lines 29-35, and Fig. 10). 

With respect to Claim 24, Hiroya in view of Clawson teaches the network-based natural 
language translation system utilizing distributed object protocol, as applied to Claim 1 . Hiroya 
in view of Clawson does not specifically suggest the use of a synchronous translator accessed 
using a script-enabled application, however, the examiner takes official notice that it is well 
known in the art to access a real-time translator using a script-enabled application as a means of 
translator initialization. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
at the time of invention, to access a real-time translator using a script-enabled application to 
provide a well-known means of translator initialization. 

Claim 33 contains subject matter similar to Claim 1, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

With respect to Claim 38, Hiroya in view of Clawson teaches the network-based natural 
language translation system utilizing a distributed object protocol, as applied to Claim 33. 
Hiroya in view of Clawson does not specifically suggest scanning a translation request for a 
spelling error before translation; however, the examiner takes official notice that it is well known 
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in the art to detect and correct spelling errors before any text based searching operation is 
performed in order to ensure searching accuracy. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to detect the presence of spelling errors for 
correction before translation in order to increase accuracy in searching for a second language 
equivalent of an input text. 

Claim 41 contains subject matter similar to Claims 1 and 17, and thus is rejected for the 
same reasons. 

Claim 44 contains subject matter similar to Claim 15, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

With respect to Claim 47, Hiroya discloses: 

The translation request comprises information relating to a desired format and the 
translation engine processes the request according to an associated preferences object (request of 
a translation rule that is utilized by a server in a translation process, Col 9, Lines 32-54). 

Claim 50 contains subject matter similar to Claim 5, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 51 contains subject matter similar to Claim 6, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

With respect to Claim 52, Hiroya in view of Clawson teaches the network-based natural 
language translation system utilizing distributed object protocol, as applied to Claim 41. Hiroya 
in view of Clawson does not specifically suggest the use of a proxy server for translation engine 
communication, however, the examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the art to use 
a proxy server in a service-related internet application so that only registered users can access the 
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service. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of 
invention, to utilize a proxy server in a network-based translation system in order to allow only 
registered users to access a translation service. 

Claim 53 contains subject matter similar to Claim 1, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. Also, Hiroya further discloses a plurality of clients as shown in Fig. 1. 

Claim 58 contains subject matter similar to Claim 5, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 59 contains subject matter similar to Claim 6, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 60 contains subject matter similar to Claim 9, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

5 Claims 2-4, 14, 16, 18-23, 34-37, 40, 42-43, 45-46, 48, 54-57, and 61-62 are rejected 
under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hiroya et al in view of Clawson, and further 
in view of Kleinman et al (U.S. Patent: 5 J 24,503). 

With respect to Claim 2, Hiroya in view of Clawson teaches the network-based natural 
language translation system, as applied to Claim 1. Hiroya does not teach that a translation 
request and response is sent in accordance with an interface definition language, however 
Kleinman recites: 

The translation request and response are sent in accordance with an interface definition 
language (IDL) (the translation requesting and providing means as applied to Claim 1, 
implemented using IDL, Col. 8, Line 26- Col. 9, Line 4). 
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Hiroya, Clawson and Kleinman are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in text processing utilizing distributed computing. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroya in 
view of Clawson with the use of IDL in sending a translation request and response as taught by 
Kleinman to provide a well-known means of defining a translation request/result object in a 
distributed object system. 

With respect to Claim 3, Hiroya in view of Clawson, and further in view of Kleinman 
teaches the network-based natural language translation system, as applied to Claim 2. Hiroya in 
view of Clawson, and further in view of Kleinman does not specifically suggest that the 
distributed object protocol operates in accordance with the COM standard, however, the 
examiner takes official notice that the COM standard is well known in the art for use in 
distributed object systems. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of invention, to operate the distributed object protocol taught by Clawson 
according to the well known and commonly used COM standard in order to increase system 
compatibility. Furthermore Kleinman suggests the use of other distributed object standards (Col 
6, Lines 36-45). 

With respect to Claim 4, Kleinman further recites 

The distributed object protocol operates in accordance with the CORBA standard (the 
distributed object protocol as applied to Claim 1 utilizing the CORBA standard, Col 6, Lines 36- 
45). 

With respect to Claim 14, Hiroya in view of Clawson teaches the network-based natural 
language translation system capable of transmitting a message to a user upon a translation error, 
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as applied to Claim 13. Hiroya in view of Clawson does not teach that the error callback 
interface is defined by an IDL, however, Kleinman recites: 

The error callback interface is defined by an IDL (error notification through IDL, Col 8, 
Line 26- Col 9, Line 21). 

Hiroya, Clawson and Kleinman are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in text processing utilizing distributed computing. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroya in 
view of Clawson with the use of IDL in providing error notification as taught by Kleinman to 
provide a well-known means of defining a translation error object in a distributed object system. 

With respect to Claim 16, Hiroya in view of Clawson teaches the user interface used in a 
network-based natural language translation system as applied to Claim 15. Hiroya in view of 
Clawson does not teach that the user interface and other interfaces are used by a distributed 
object protocol, however Kleinman discloses: 

The distributed object protocol used by the client and translation engine supports the user 
interface and a plurality of other interfaces (distributed object system utilizing multiple 
interfaces, Col 8, Line 26- Col 9, Line 21). 

Hiroya, Clawson and Kleinman are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in text processing utilizing distributed computing. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroya in 
view of Clawson with the use of a distributed object protocol utilizing multiple user interfaces as 
taught by Kleinman to implement improved portability for multiple applications (Col 2, Lines 
26-57), such as multiple translation engines, within a network-based translation system. 
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With respect to Claim 18, Hiroya in view of Clawson teaches the network-based natural 
language translation system having multiple translation engines, as applied to Claim 17. Hiroya 
does not teach a registration mechanism that a translation system can use to register itself to be 
located by a user, however, Kleinman discloses the use of IDL in a translation system as applied 
to Claim 2, and further recites: 

A registration mechanism that a translation system can use to register itself to be located 
by a user (domain name, Col 13, Line 53- Col. 15, Line 2). 

Hiroya, Clawson and Kleinman are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in text processing utilizing distributed computing. Thus, it would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroya in 
view of Clawson with the use of a registration mechanism for indicating a desired translation 
engine as taught by Kleinman to allow a user to locate a particular translation engine as taught by 
Clawson by using registered domain names that may be associated with the various translation 
applications. 

With respect to Claim 19, Kleinman further recites: 

The registration mechanism includes information relating to at least one component 
available with the translation engine (domain name, as applied to Claim 18, utilized by a foreign 
exception message file, Col 14, Line 44- Col 15, Line 2). 

With respect to Claim 20, Clawson additionally discloses an ODE location identifier and 
an ODE dictionary (Col 9, Lines 18-30, and Fig, 10). 

With respect to Claim 21, Hiroya further discloses: 
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The translation request comprises information relating to a desired format and the 
translation engine processes the request according to an associated preferences object (request of 
a translation rule that is utilized by a server in a translation process, Col. 9, Lines 32-54). 

Furthermore, Kleinman teaches the use of IDL in sending a translation request and 
response as applied to Claim 2. 

With respect to Claim 22, Hiroya teaches the translation rule request in a network-based 
translation system, as applied to Claim 21. Also, Hiroya discloses the ability of a user to input a 
desired translation rule (Col 9, Lines 32-54), which is a functional equivalent of the preference 
editor of the present invention. Additionally, Clawson teaches the use of distributed object 
protocol in natural language translation, while Kleinman provides the teachings for IDL, as 
applied to Claim 2. 

With respect to Claim 23, Hiroya in view of Clawson, and further in view of Kleinman 
teaches the network-based translation system utilizing distributed object protocol and IDL, as 
applied to Claim 2. Hiroya in view of Clawson, and further in view of Kleinman does not 
specifically suggest the use of a synchronous translator for providing an immediate translation 
response, however, the examiner takes official notice that real-time translators are well known 
and commonly used in the art for providing instant translation results to a user. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to utilize a 
real-time translation device in a network-based translation system using distributed object 
protocol in order to provide instant translation results to a user. 

Claim 34 contains subject matter similar to Claim 2, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 



Application/Control Number: 09/744,278 Page 12 

'Art Unit: 2655 

Claim 35 contains subject matter similar to Claim 18, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 36 contains subject matter similar to Claim 21, and thus, is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

With respect to Claim 37, Hiroya discloses: 

The translation engine informs the client if it is unable to perform a translation in a 
desired format (error message generated when a translation rule is unavailable, Col 9, Line 55- 
Col 10, Line 22), while Kleinman teaches the use of an IDL as applied to Claim 2. 

Claim 40 contains subject matter similar to Claims 2 and 13, and thus, is rejected for the 
same reasons. 

Claim 42 contains subject matter similar to Claim 2, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 43 contains subject matter similar to Claim 18, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 45 contains subject matter similar to Claim 3, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 46 contains subject matter similar to Claim 4, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 48 contains subject matter similar to Claim 37, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 54 contains subject matter similar to Claim 2, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 
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Claim 55 contains subject matter similar to Claim 3, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 56 contains subject matter similar to Claim 4, and thus is rejected for the same 
reasons. 

Claim 57 contains subject matter similar to Claims 2 and 15, and thus is rejected for the 
same reasons. 

Claims 61 and 62 contain subject matter similar to Claims 17 and 21 , and thus are 
rejected for the same reasons. 

6. Claims 25-28 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hiroya et al in view of Clawson, in further view of Kleinman et al, and yet further in view of 
Murata et al (U.S. Patent: 5,987,402). 

With respect to Claim 25, Hiroya in view of Clawson, and further in view of Kleinman 
teaches the network-based natural language translation system utilizing distributed object 
protocol and an IDL, as applied to Claim 2. Hiroya in view of Clawson, and further in view of 
Kleinman does not specifically suggest the use of an asynchronous translator, however Murata 
recites: 

An asynchronous translator for providing the client with a response to a translation 
request while the client is performing other actions (user ability to receive a partial translation 
while viewing an original version of a document to be translated, Col. 10, Line 66- Col 11, Line 
18, and Fig. 10). 
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Hiroya, Kleinman, and Murata are analogous art because they are from a similar field of 
endeavor in network-based text processing applications. Thus, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroya in 
view of Clawson, and further in view of Kleinman with the means of providing a partial 
translation that allows a user to access an original document while waiting for the translation to 
complete as taught by Murata to allow a user to analyze a partial translation before requesting a 
complete translation of a document (Col. 2, Lines 22-29) and determine that original and 
translated documents are consistent (Col. 2, Lines 58-59). 

With respect to Claims 26 and 27, Murata further teaches determining and transmitting 
an in-progress translation of a selected document (Col 10, Line 54- Col 11, Line 18, and Fig. 
10). 

With respect to Claim 28, Murata teaches the determination and transmission of an in- 
progress translation as applied to Claims 26 and 27, while Hiroya in view of Clawson, and 
further in view of Kleinman teaches the network-based natural language translation system 
utilizing distributed object protocol and an IDL, as applied to Claim 2. 

Claim 39 contains subject matter similar to Claims 26 and 27, and thus, is rejected for the 
same reasons. 

7. Claims 29-32 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hiroya in view of Clawson, in further view of Kleinman et al, and yet further in view of Kuno et 
al (U.S. Patent: 5,528,491), 
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With respect to Claims 29 and 30, Hiroya in view of Clawson, and further in view of 
Kleinman teaches the network-based translation system having a translation server utilizing 
distributed object protocol and an IDL, as applied to Claim 2. Hiroya in view of Clawson, and in 
further view of Kleinman does not teach an alternate word or sentence locator, however, Kuno 
discloses: 

Locating at least one alternate word or sentence choice in response to a request from the 
client (alternate translation request, Col. 3, Lines 53-55, which can consist of alternate words 
and sentences, as is well known in the art and evidenced in Col. 7, Lines 9-22). 

Hiroya, Kleinman, Clawson, and Kuno are analogous art because they are from a similar 
field of endeavor in text processing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroya in view of Clawson, 
and further in view of Kleinman with the method of providing an alternate translation request 
comprising alternate words and sentences as taught by Kuno to allow a user to select a preferred 
translation format in a situation where several translation formats are available (Col. 1, Lines 9- 
22). 

With respect to Claims 31 and 32, Hiroya in view of Clawson, and further in view of 
Kleinman teaches the network-based translation system having a translation server utilizing 
distributed object protocol and an IDL, as applied to Claim 2. Hiroya in view of Clawson, and 
further in view of Kleinman does not teach text parsing that includes sentence end determination 
and part-of-speech registration, however Kuno recites: 

Sentence end determination (Col 4, Lines 5-13) and part-of-speech registration (Col 5, 
Line 45- Col 6, Line 7). 
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Hiroya, Kleinman, Clawson, and Kuno are analogous art because they are from a similar 
field of endeavor in text processing. Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention, to modify the teachings of Hiroya in view of Clawson, 
and further in view of Kleinman with the method of text parsing that includes sentence end 
determination and part-of-speech registration as taught by Kuno to increase translation accuracy 
by properly identifying word and sentence boundaries (Col 2, Lines 17-20). 

Claim 49 contains subject matter similar to Claim 29 and 30, and thus is rejected for the 
same reasons. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James S. Wozniak whose telephone number is (703) 305-8669 
and email is James.Wozniak@uspto.gov. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays- 
Fridays, 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doris To can be reached at (703) 305-4827. The fax/phone number for the 
Technology Center 2600 where this application is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the technology center receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 306- 
0377. 



James S. Wozniak 
1/11/2004 
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